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I estimate the magnitude and the geographic distribution of property tax impacts of the Twin 
Cities Metropolitan Area’s two farmland protection programs. The total 2001 net tax reduction 
for participating landowners was $12.5 million, ranging from $0.2 million in Ramsey County to 
$3.2 million in Washington County. These “tax breaks” were necessarily matched by tax 
increases for all property owners, both participants and non-participants, but the pattern of 
these “tax shifts” does not match the pattern of tax breaks. Residents in the periphery of the 
metropolitan area pay more (on a per tax dollar basis) than do residents closer to the core—just 
the reverse of the pattern of tax breaks. Preferential tax schemes such as these are often touted 
as “free,” because their municipal budget implications are obscured by the complexities of the 
property tax system. But the full financial effects are very real indeed. Somebody has to pay. 
 
Introduction 
Governments are frequently encouraged to control adverse effects of urban growth, 
notably farmland “loss,” by enacting tax relief for agricultural uses of land, right-to-farm laws, 
exclusive agricultural zoning, and direct acquisition of farmland. There are currently two such 
programs in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area: Green Acres (GA) and Metropolitan 
Agricultural Preserves (MAP). Both programs, among other features, reduce participating 
landowners’ property taxes by lowering assessed land values. Specifically, they require that 
participating owners’ farmland be taxed at a hypothetical “agricultural” value, rather than at 
market value as is required for all other properties. The argument is that, without preferential 
taxation, owners of property with high development potential have to pay such high property 
taxes that they are forced to convert to non-agricultural uses. 
Because taxing jurisdictions usually have fixed revenue needs, any property tax 
reductions for one class of property are necessarily shifted to other taxpayers in the same taxing 
jurisdiction. In this paper, I refer to the net tax reductions for participating landowners as “tax 
breaks” and to the resulting tax increases for non-participating owners as “tax shifts.” I estimate 
the magnitude and the geographic distribution of the property tax impacts of the two farmland 
programs. The overall concept is similar to that of Greden and Taff (1994), which calculated 
county-level impacts. The present paper contains the first known estimates of these impacts at 
the municipality level as well as the first disentangling of the distribution of the shift in property 
tax burden among participants and non-participants. I do not attempt to evaluate the effectiveness 
of either program in actually limiting farmland conversion, nor do I draw normative conclusions 
about the distribution of either the tax breaks or tax shifts that they bring about. My intent is to 
provide additional data to inform the emerging debate over the future of farmland in the 
metropolitan area. 
This research was supported in part by the Minnesota Agricultural Experiment Station. 
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Existing farmland protection programs 
The Green Acres program and the Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves program are 
similar in overall structure, but they differ in administrative details. A detailed comparison is 
provided by Wegner (1994). For present purposes, only a broad overview of each is necessary. 
In enacting the Green Acres program in 1967, the Legislature held that “the public 
interest would best be served by equalizing tax burdens on agricultural property” 
(Minn.Stats.273.111, sub.2). Agricultural land throughout the state is eligible, although in this 
report I deal solely with enrollment in the seven-county metropolitan area. Participating Green 
Acres landowners receive two principal benefits: land is valued at its agricultural use value rather 
than its market value for property tax purposes, and enrolled land qualifies for a deferment of 
most special local assessments. Enrolled property receives benefits every year until it no longer 
qualifies for this agricultural classification; if the land is subsequently sold, the new owner must 
reapply for certification. Once the property becomes ineligible for Green Acres (because of 
development, owner ineligibility, or whatever), taxes on the difference between the agricultural 
and market values of the property for the current year and the previous two years become due. 
All deferred local assessments plus interest also become due. 
The Legislature established the Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves program in 1980 to 
provide “protection and benefits as are needed to maintain viable productive farm operations in 
the metropolitan area” (Minn.Stats.473H.01, sub.2). Overseen by the Metropolitan Council, 
program eligibility is limited to land in the seven metropolitan counties and is implemented and 
enforced by local (county, city, or township) authorities. Participating landowners gain a reduced 
property tax assessment and a release from local special assessments, just as do properties under 
Green Acres. In addition, MAP farmland is protected from annexation in most cases and has 
some protection from eminent domain proceedings. Finally, all MAP participants receive an 
annual tax credit of roughly $1.50 per acre. Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves status and 
benefits are maintained even if land ownership changes. Land is enrolled indefinitely, until an 
expiration notice is filed, after which owners must wait eight years until actual expiration takes 
effect and benefits cease. Unlike enrollees in the Green Acres program, MAP participants do not 
have to repay any tax differentials or special assessments when they exit the program. 
In some municipalities, landowners can enroll properties in either program, but any one 
parcel can be in only one or the other.  The 388,000 metropolitan area acres enrolled in Green 
Acres and the 200,000 acres enrolled in Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves is summarized in 
Table 1. Enrollment data is for 2000; property tax impacts are estimated for 2001. City/township 
enrollment is listed in Appendix A and arrayed in Map 1. (All tax information in this report is 
compiled from Minnesota Department of Revenue property tax records. Details are available 
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Table 1: Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves enrollment by county 
     GA acres  MAP acres  Total acres 
Anoka  48,773  3,042  51,815 
Carver  28,744  101,189  129,933 
Dakota  119,803  64,892  184,695 
Hennepin  39,598  13,488  53,086 
Ramsey  306  0  306 
Scott  86,884  8,095  94,979 
Washington  64,352  9,295  73,647 
METROPOLITAN AREA  388,460  200,001  588,461 
 
 
Map 1: Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves enrollment by municipality 
 
    GA enrolled acres        MAP enrolled acres     
 
n  o  n  e 
u  n  d  e  r     2  ,  5  0  0 
2  ,  5  0  0     -     5  ,  0  0  0 
5  ,  0  0  0     -     1  0  ,  0  0  0 
o  v  e  r     1  0  ,  0  0  0 
 
n  o  n  e 
u  n  d  e  r     2  ,  5  0  0 
2  ,  5  0  0     -     5  ,  0  0  0 
5  ,  0  0  0     -     1  0  ,  0  0  0 
o  v  e  r     1  0  ,  0  0  0 
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Tax system dynamics 
Minnesota real estate, like that in other “market value” states, is valued for tax purposes 
at its market value, unless otherwise specified. This assessed value is then multiplied by a 
property class rate specified by the Legislature to yield its net tax capacity, its taxable value. 
Local taxing jurisdictions (municipalities, school districts, the county, and any special units) each 
allocate their tax levies across properties within their jurisdictions by multiplying their tax rates 
(levy requirements divided by total jurisdiction net tax capacity) by each property’s net tax 
capacity. To this is added a referendum levy, allocated according to a separately calculated tax 
base. The sum over all relevant taxing jurisdictions of these taxes is the total property tax for 
each property. (Details about Minnesota’s property tax system are available in the tax section of 
Minnesota Land Economics.) 
Property taxes are levied and collected in different years. The tax expenditure 
calculations in this study are for taxes payable in 2001, levied on properties enrolled in the 
farmland preservation programs as of 2000. 
The preferential farmland assessment programs evaluated here alter these basic 
calculations. Here’s an illustration of how reduced assessments for certain properties work their 
way through the property tax system. Consider single taxing jurisdiction that consists solely of a 
farm with a taxable value of 20 and one other property with a taxable value of 80. (In reality, of 
course, properties are subject to three or more taxing jurisdictions, but the dynamics of the 
system works the same as in this illustration.) Say the jurisdiction needs to levy 20 through 
property taxes. 
If there is no preferential assessment program for farmland, the required tax levy would 
be allocated like this: 
Tax base: 
  Farm    20 
  Other    80 
  Total   100 
Tax rate = levy/total tax base = 20/100 = 0.200 
Tax payments = property’s tax base * tax rate: 
  Farm  20 * 0.200 =   4.0 
  Other  80 * 0.200 = 16.0 
If enrollment in the preferential assessment program lowers the farm’s tax base by 50%, and the 
required tax levy is unchanged, the new property tax allocation is: 
Tax base: 
  Farm  10 
  Other  80 
  Total  90 
Tax rate = levy/total tax base = 20/90 = 0.22 
Tax payments = property’s tax base * tax rate: 
  Farm  10 * 0.22 =    2.2 
  Other  80 * 0.22 =  17.8  
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The farm pays the new higher tax rate applied against its new lower tax base. In the 
example, it gets a net tax reduction of  1.8, and the other property pays an additional 1.8. Part of 
the farm’s tax burden has been shifted to the other property.  
The size of the net effect is a function not only of the farm’s enrollment but also of any 
other enrollments in any of the associated taxing jurisdictions. If the set of enrolled farm 
properties constitutes a relatively large portion of the jurisdiction’s tax base, the preferential 
assessment has a larger effect on the tax rate, which cuts into the reduction for the enrolled farm. 
(As it turns out, although I don’t detail it here, some of the participating landowners in the Twin 
Cities programs receive tax breaks that are 10-20% lower than they would if the programs were 
less popular with other landowners in their taxing jurisdictions.) 
 
Estimating property tax impacts 
We want to estimate the taxes that participating landowners would have paid had they not 
been in either of the two programs. Because short-run government revenue requirements are 
largely independent of program enrollment, it is reasonable to assume that taxing jurisdiction 
levies can be held constant in our analysis. Consequently, any reduction in taxes for participating 
landowners will necessarily result in an increase in taxes for all other taxpayers in the associated 
jurisdictions.  
I will estimate how these program-generated tax reductions and associated property tax 
increases are distributed throughout the Metropolitan Area. I ignore here any financial flows in 
state aids to counties, schools, or communities that might be altered because of changes in tax 
base. I also ignore any short-run changes in land use, so the relative sizes of taxable property 
classes remain the same. In the long run, if the farmland programs “matter,” then there will be 
more farmland with the program than there would have been without it. 
The reduction in participating landowners’ property valuations brought about by 
preferential assessment levels in turn leads to an increase in the tax rate necessary for taxing 
jurisdictions to meet revenue requirements. All taxpayers, including participating landowners, 
pay indirectly at this higher rate, but only participants also get a direct tax reduction due to a 
decrease in their individual taxable property value. Some of the indirect effects are paid by 
taxpayers in taxed units that do not contain any farmland preservation program parcels at all; 
indeed, some might be borne by taxpayers who reside outside the seven metropolitan area 
counties but still within school districts that cross county lines and whose tax base is altered by 
farmland program enrollment within the seven counties. 
We need to first calculate and then decompose the change in tax burdens associated with 
the farmland programs: 
tax change = [direct reduction to participants + indirect increase to participants]  
                    + [indirect increase to non-participants]     (1) 
   =  tax break  + tax shift                (2)  
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In this paper, I call the second bracketed term in equation 1 the “tax shift,” the increase 
in taxes borne by all non-participating property taxpayers to cover the reduction in taxes accruing 
to participating landowners. One can think of the tax shift as the dollar cost to the municipality 
for whatever public benefits that farmland protection enrollment is presumed to provide. The 
first bracketed term is the net tax that landowners enrolled in the two programs did not have to 
pay to the city/township, the county, the school district, and any special taxing districts. This is 
the financial incentive that the programs’ “tax break” provisions provide for enrollment.  
In the following sections, I show the estimated tax breaks and tax shifts for each of the 
200 Twin Cities municipalities (cities and townships). The total tax change for each municipality 
is the sum over all properties of the changes in taxes paid due to changes in the tax rates for each 
of the three taxing jurisdictions, summed over the two farmland protection programs, for all 
properties in the municipality. Tax breaks and tax shifts sum to zero at the jurisdiction level but 
not, usually, at the municipality level. Details on the derivation of the calculations that support 
this paper are provided in Appendix B.  
 
Estimated tax breaks 
Total Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves tax reductions for each 
county are shown in Table 2. The total net tax reduction for tax year 2001 was $12.5 million, 
ranging from $.2 million in Ramsey County to $3.2 million in Washington County. Per-acre 
incentives ranged from $5 in Scott County to over $500 in Ramsey County. (The extremely large 
per acre average for Ramsey County results from enrollments concentrated in a very small area 
with very large land values.) Municipality level tax breaks in some cases amounted to several 
hundred dollars per acre (Map 2 and Appendix A; see Appendix C for TCMA municipality 
boundaries.) Roughly $2.6 million of the total shift was from Metropolitan Agricultural 
Preserves, and $9.8 million was due to Green Acres.  
In general, the greater the difference between a property's market value and its 
agricultural value, the higher will be the associated tax reduction on that property. Thus, we 
would expect to see higher per-acre tax reductions estimated for the closer-in suburbs. This 
expectation is borne out in Map 2. Communities closer to the center of the metropolitan area are 
presumed to be more subject to development pressure, evidenced by assessed values in excess of 
(hypothetical) agricultural values. These parcels would then show a larger difference between the 
two values and, all else equal, receive larger tax reductions. This is exactly what the Legislature 
had in mind, of course, when it authorized the tax reductions: landowners under more 
development pressure should receive higher benefits for resisting the temptation to convert from 
agricultural uses. The reverse effect is intended as well: owners of land under less development 
pressure are presumed to not need as much financial incentive to keep from converting. As 
pressure builds over the years, due to urban growth, local farmland market values will rise, 
increasing the disparity between market value and agricultural value, and so increasing the 
property tax reduction afforded to program enrollees. 
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Table 2: Combined Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves tax reductions 

















Anoka  51,815  $1,275,719  -$8,757  $1,266,962  $24.45 
Carver  129,933  1,915,018  -97,296  1,817,721  13.99 
Dakota  184,695  2,621,539  -133,474  2,488,065  13.47 
Hennepin  53,086  3,024,975  -37,112  2,987,862  56.28 
Ramsey  306  211,779  -14  211,765  692.04 
Scott  94,979  529,823  -35,111  494,713  5.21 
Washington  73,647  3,219,844  -26,088  3,193,756  43.37 
METROPOLITAN 
AREA  588,461  $12,798,697  -$337,853  $12,460,844  $21.18 
 
 
Figure 1: Distribution of combined Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves 
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Map 2: Distribution of annual property tax breaks for participants in combined farmland 
protection programs, taxes payable 2001 
 
    Dollars per acre        Dollars per municipality 
 
u  n  d  e  r     1  0 
1  0     -     5  0 
5  0     -     1  5  0 
o  v  e  r     1  5  0 
n  o  n  e 
 
u  n  d  e  r     2  5  ,  0  0  0 
2  5  ,  0  0  0     -     7  5  ,  0  0  0 
7  5  ,  0  0  0     -     1  5  0  ,  0  0  0 
1  5  0  ,  0  0  0     -     3  0  0  ,  0  0  0 
o  v  e  r     3  0  0  ,  0  0  0 
 
 
Estimated tax shifts 
A given parcel lies within several overlapping taxing jurisdictions, the boundaries of 
which only rarely coincide with the boundaries of the municipalities reported here. The farmland 
protection tax reduction is allocated among the taxing jurisdictions associated with each enrolled 
parcel.  
The change associated with the reduced property assessments in a taxing jurisdiction 
shows itself through a change in the tax rate necessary to yield the required and unaltered levy.  
Table 3 and Map 3 show the geographic range of the calculated tax shifts associated with the 
farmland programs. The total annual tax shift in the Metropolitan Area was $11.7 million, 
ranging from $0.2 million in Ramsey County to $3.0 million in Washington County. The 
Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves accounted for $2.5 million of the tax shift.  
The final column in the table shows the tax shift divided by the total property taxes paid 
by everybody other than program participants. For example, the programs cost non-participating 
property taxpayers in Washington County an average of $13.52 out of each $1,000 they paid in 
property taxes. Tax breaks and tax shifts at the municipality level are listed in Appendix A.   
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Estimated metro-wide tax breaks in Table 2 exceed the estimated tax shifts in Table 3 by 
nearly $800 thousand. That’s because some of the tax burden from the programs is shifted to 
taxpayers who live outside the metropolitan area, the bulk through increased taxes in those 
school districts that contain both metropolitan and non-metropolitan area properties.  
In any given municipality, if the tax break exceeds the tax shift, there is a net inflow of 
tax dollars, in the sense that property tax payments by all property owners combined is lower 
with the preferential assessment programs than they would be without the programs. Of course, 
this does not mean that non-participants gain directly from the programs—only the owners of 
enrolled land gain directly from the programs. Nor does a net tax inflow imply that municipal 
budgets are affected by the programs: these are assumed constant in the short run for this 
analysis. 
 
Table 3: Combined Green Acres and Metropolitan Agricultural Preserves tax changes,  by 




















Anoka  51,815  $1,206,545  -$8,757  $1,197,787  $4.86 
Carver  129,933  1,829,326  -97,296  1,732,030  19.60 
Dakota  184,695  2,546,909  -133,474  2,413,434  6.24 
Hennepin  53,086  2,705,550  -37,112  2,668,438  1.54 
Ramsey  306  233,239  -14  233,225  0.45 
Scott  94,979  531,149  -35,111  496,038  5.41 
Washington  73,647  2,971,389  -26,088  2,945,301  13.52 
METROPOLITAN 
AREA 
588,461  $12,024,107  -$337,853  $11,686,254  $3.56 
  
 




Map 3: Distribution of per-resident property tax shifts from combined farmland protection 
programs, taxes payable 2001 
 
 
Dollars per $1000 in 
property tax payments  Dollars per municipality 
 
o  v  e  r     7  5 
5  0     t  o     7  5 
2  5     -     5  0 
5     -     2  5 
u  n  d  e  r     5 
 
o  v  e  r     3  0  0  ,  0  0  0 
1  5  0  ,  0  0  0     -     3  0  0  ,  0  0  0 
7  5  ,  0  0  0     -     1  5  0  ,  0  0  0 
2  5  ,  0  0  0     -     7  5  ,  0  0  0 




Where do these data lead us? 
Two critical policy questions are not addressed in this paper. First, are the programs 
effective? Do the farmland preservation programs actually influence land management and land 
conversion decisions, or do they merely “reward" owners for doing what they would be doing 
anyway? Are the tax breaks in close-in communities, even though they might run to several 
hundred dollars per acre per year, really sufficient to arrest conversion to non-agricultural uses? 
Are the reductions in the peripheral areas, which run about ten dollars per acre per year or less, 
actually more than these owners require in the absence of much development pressure? A logical 
next step would be to compare municipality-level changes in farmland acres to enrollment in the 
preservation programs, coupled with an examination of the relative sizes of tax breaks, tax 
levels, and land sales prices. 
Second, say the programs are effective, that they provide the incentives necessary to 
landowners to keep from converting farmland. Are the programs efficient? Does the Twin Cities  
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as a whole get $12.5 million in benefits each year from these two farmland programs? Would 
area residents support this level of expenditures if it were more explicitly generated? Would 
other farmland preservation tools such as purchasing development rights more efficiently yield 
more public benefits for the same level of expenditures? 
Both sets of questions, those of effectiveness and those of efficiency, merit further 
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Appendix A: Estimated annual property tax impacts of Metropolitan Twin Cities’ farmland protection programs, by city and 
township, taxes payable 2001 
 
  Program enrollment    Impact on participants    Impact on non-participants 





Total net tax 
reduction  
(tax break) 




tax increase  
(tax shift) 






Andover city  2,469  1,631 4,100    161,197  39.32    118,872  6.43 
Anoka city  8  0 8    908  113.54    41,343  2.69 
Bethel city  33  0 33    425  12.89    3,308  9.23 
Blaine city  2,478  83 2,561    167,807  65.52    131,814  3.42 
Burns township  10,354  0 10,354    200,165  19.33    42,088  17.85 
Centerville city  154  0 154    5,563  36.13    9,092  2.90 
Circle Pines city  0  0 0    0  0.00    8,754  2.56 
Columbia Heights city  0  0 0    0  0.00    14,780  1.22 
Columbus township  3,163  0 3,163    64,976  20.54    60,415  17.98 
Coon Rapids city  223  0 223    6,253  28.04    166,598  3.27 
East Bethel city  4,461  316 4,777    82,225  17.21    103,569  17.64 
Fridley city  0  0 0    0  0.00    43,005  1.36 
Ham Lake city  6,293  0 6,293    90,705  14.41    62,720  6.21 
Hilltop city  0  0 0    0  0.00    359  0.82 
Lexington city  0  0 0    0  0.00    3,304  2.05 
Lino Lakes city  3,281  0 3,281    119,467  36.41    94,782  5.68 
Linwood township  3,053  0 3,053    41,330  13.54    50,069  18.50 
Oak Grove city  6,009  893 6,902    145,103  21.02    99,287  22.04 
Ramsey city  2,741  0 2,741    102,648  37.45    77,639  4.68 
Spring Lake Park city  0  0 0    0  0.00    9,950  1.82 
St. Francis city  4,053  119 4,172    78,188  18.74    56,036  20.08  
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  Program enrollment    Impact on participants    Impact on non-participants 





Total net tax 
reduction  
(tax break) 




tax increase  
(tax shift) 






Benton township  1,273  15,063 16,336    205,349  12.57    57,974  87.31 
Camden township  2,174  13,725 15,899    132,829  8.35    42,873  84.60 
Carver city  103  111 214    14,484  67.68    24,085  16.72 
Chanhassen city  1,387  31 1,418    109,694  77.36    386,156  10.85 
Chaska city  1,009  0 1,009    44,372  43.98    240,958  10.32 
Chaska township  970  36 1,006    22,575  22.44    3,989  24.55 
Cologne city  0  0 0    0  0.00    39,671  60.68 
Dahlgren township  4,217  11,363 15,580    219,946  14.12    46,819  35.80 
Hamburg city  0  0 0    0  0.00    17,382  50.69 
Hancock township  442  8,500 8,942    66,048  7.39    18,956  115.87 
Hollywood township  1,857  14,207 16,064    135,630  8.44    48,536  88.96 
Laketown township  3,316  4,518 7,834    160,988  20.55    75,137  39.11 
Mayer city  210  0 210    6,614  31.50    18,058  46.89 
New Germany city  55  0 55    1,402  25.49    7,189  31.83 
Norwood-Young America city  0  0 0    0  0.00    114,288  54.87 
San Francisco township  1,492  6,053 7,545    123,894  16.42    32,388  43.76 
Victoria city  573  0 573    70,063  122.27    106,571  15.82 
Waconia city  44  0 44    3,306  75.13    192,717  28.09 
Waconia township  3,898  5,687 9,585    175,641  18.32    61,447  52.53 
Watertown city  49  0 49    2,015  41.13    71,243  42.04 
Watertown township  4,785  7,122 11,907    188,983  15.87    84,480  59.99 
Young America township  890  14,773 15,663    133,888  8.55    41,114  102.29 
 
DAKOTA COUNTY 
Apple Valley city  373  0 373    34,644  92.88    159,372  3.58 
Burnsville city  41  0 41    9,616  234.54    167,275  2.11  
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  Program enrollment    Impact on participants    Impact on non-participants 





Total net tax 
reduction  
(tax break) 




tax increase  
(tax shift) 




Castle Rock township  13,721  3,519 17,240    185,344  10.75    65,914  49.79 
Coates city  668  0 668    7,369  11.03    2,081  11.76 
Douglas township  7,709  9,478 17,187    141,708  8.25    31,759  71.31 
Eagan city  393  0 393    93,807  238.69    250,595  2.87 
Empire township  7,135  5,637 12,772    148,989  11.67    62,883  43.56 
Eureka township  11,205  4,637 15,842    181,573  11.46    41,479  27.29 
Farmington city  2,470  1,436 3,906    87,535  22.41    198,422  20.60 
Greenvale township  10,571  4,085 14,656    120,054  8.19    16,469  31.50 
Hampton city  98  100 198    1,977  9.99    7,516  36.58 
Hampton township  11,359  6,496 17,855    168,283  9.42    58,872  97.11 
Hastings city  553  0 553    16,410  29.67    329,447  24.79 
Inver Grove Heights city  1,745  0 1,745    134,388  77.01    111,092  3.80 
Lakeville city  5,033  259 5,292    339,582  64.17    384,489  9.04 
Lilydale city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,187  1.97 
Marshan township  11,455  6,795 18,250    148,937  8.16    54,031  48.54 
Mendota city  0  0 0    0  0.00    278  1.48 
Mendota Heights city  0  0 0    0  0.00    29,157  1.54 
Miesville city  992  0 992    9,512  9.59    4,128  42.47 
New Trier city  55  2 57    395  6.93    1,169  33.58 
Nininger township  4,947  1,025 5,972    54,023  9.05    28,764  41.55 
Northfield city  0  0 0    0  0.00    7,972  11.09 
Randolph city  360  0 360    2,590  7.19    20,166  106.91 
Randolph township  3,188  686 3,874    35,294  9.11    65,646  103.18 
Ravenna township  4,041  1,242 5,283    39,218  7.42    54,579  38.04 
Rosemount city  4,824  1,730 6,554    218,901  33.40    117,462  6.78 
Sciota township  5,253  2,682 7,935    77,220  9.73    23,280  120.78 
South St. Paul city  0  0 0    0  0.00    19,333  1.43 
Sunfish Lake city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,748  2.14  
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  Program enrollment    Impact on participants    Impact on non-participants 





Total net tax 
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(tax break) 




tax increase  
(tax shift) 




Vermillion city  476  0 476    4,028  8.46    8,069  34.96 
Vermillion township  6,701  12,157 18,858    158,915  8.43    42,575  53.60 
Waterford township  4,437  2,926 7,363    67,753  9.20    16,882  37.98 
West St. Paul city  0  0 0    0  0.00    27,346  1.73 
 
HENNEPIN COUNTY 
Bloomington city  57  0 57    115,942  2,034.06    170,165  0.92 
Brooklyn Center city  0  0 0    0  0.00    28,697  0.90 
Brooklyn Park city  872  0 872    251,473  288.39    169,199  2.44 
Champlin city  178  0 178    12,051  67.70    41,277  2.38 
Chanhassen city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,744  0.75 
Corcoran city  9,408  2,406 11,814    352,376  29.83    116,663  21.09 
Crystal city  0  0 0    0  0.00    9,655  0.56 
Dayton city  3,285  2,114 5,399    105,597  19.56    37,864  8.26 
Deephaven city  0  0 0    0  0.00    6,830  0.73 
Eden Prairie city  852  0 852    444,086  521.23    382,543  3.02 
Edina city  0  0 0    0  0.00    66,470  0.55 
Excelsior city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,312  0.65 
Fort Snelling  0  0 0    0  0.00    0  0.00 
Golden Valley city  0  0 0    0  0.00    22,727  0.53 
Greenfield city  3,631  1,336 4,967    129,369  26.05    75,808  26.46 
Greenwood city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,514  0.73 
Hanover city  255  0 255    21,039  82.51    7,069  20.29 
Hassan township  5,315  234 5,549    135,699  24.45    31,627  8.38 
Hopkins city  0  0 0    0  0.00    11,358  0.50 
Independence city  5,895  4,410 10,305    370,562  35.96    132,683  25.96 
International Airport  0  0 0    0  0.00    6,508  0.00 
Long Lake city  0  0 0    0  0.00    18,354  6.34  
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Total net tax 
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(tax break) 




tax increase  
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Loretto city  2  0 2    577  288.59    10,704  14.91 
Maple Grove city  2,108  0 2,108    144,819  68.70    173,940  2.35 
Maple Plain city  0  0 0    0  0.00    14,265  5.85 
Medicine Lake city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,333  1.86 
Medina city  2,735  293 3,028    306,224  101.13    100,092  10.53 
Minneapolis city  0  0 0    0  0.00    206,801  0.41 
Minnetonka Beach city  0  0 0    0  0.00    17,399  8.09 
Minnetonka city  24  0 24    7,639  318.29    92,234  0.80 
Minnetrista city  3,722  2,695 6,417    266,564  41.54    124,921  15.31 
Mound city  0  0 0    0  0.00    33,491  3.95 
New Hope city  0  0 0    0  0.00    12,042  0.50 
Orono city  56  0 56    74,611  1,332.35    141,940  7.28 
Osseo city  0  0 0    0  0.00    5,558  1.60 
Plymouth city  771  0 771    147,238  190.97    193,304  1.60 
Richfield city  0  0 0    0  0.00    16,051  0.51 
Robbinsdale city  0  0 0    0  0.00    5,328  0.55 
Rockford city  9  0 9    301  33.44    6,181  16.26 
Rogers city  382  0 382    86,016  225.17    44,337  4.62 
Shorewood city  0  0 0    2,478  0.00    11,791  0.83 
Spring Park city  0  0 0    0  0.00    6,558  3.18 
St. Anthony city  0  0 0    0  0.00    3,136  0.51 
St. Bonifacius city  41  0 41    13,202  322.01    41,737  24.63 
St. Louis Park city  0  0 0    0  0.00    35,552  0.51 
Tonka Bay city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,984  0.72 
Wayzata city  0  0 0    0  0.00    23,882  1.48 
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Arden Hills city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,761  0.17 
Blaine city  0  0 0    0  0.00    135  0.13 
Falcon Heights city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,419  0.37 
Gem Lake city  0  0 0    0  0.00    915  1.06 
Lauderdale city  0  0 0    0  0.00    592  0.29 
Little Canada city  16  0 16    3,065  191.59    4,011  0.41 
Maplewood city  197  0 197    177,955  903.33    93,841  1.80 
Mounds View city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,425  0.13 
New Brighton city  4  0 4    2,613  653.33    3,952  0.18 
North Oaks city  0  0 0    0  0.00    4,057  0.40 
North St. Paul city  0  0 0    0  0.00    13,219  1.64 
Roseville city  3  0 3    1,732  577.23    14,434  0.24 
Shoreview city  8  0 8    4,391  548.92    6,509  0.22 
Spring Lake Park city  0  0 0    0  0.00    22  0.20 
St. Anthony city  0  0 0    0  0.00    330  0.10 
St. Paul Airport  0  0 0    0  0.00    86  0.00 
St. Paul city  8  0 8    2,286  285.76    30,646  0.13 
State Fair Grounds  0  0 0    0  0.00    4  0.15 
Vadnais Heights city  56  0 56    9,784  174.71    15,748  0.92 
White Bear Lake city  14  0 14    9,938  709.85    25,831  1.17 
White Bear township  0  0 0    0  0.00    13,289  1.10 
 
SCOTT COUNTY 
Belle Plaine city  463  0 463    2,062  4.45    58,728  19.85 
Belle Plaine township  16,636  998 17,634    67,935  3.85    17,680  46.43 
Blakeley township  9,447  690 10,137    35,362  3.49    11,566  49.44  
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Cedar Lake township  9,308  110 9,418    45,429  4.82    26,669  14.01 
Credit River township  2,861  149 3,010    17,608  5.85    24,441  6.80 
Elko city  220  0 220    1,646  7.48    3,335  7.65 
Helena township  13,292  1,986 15,278    75,071  4.91    17,825  18.08 
Jackson township  1,206  0 1,206    4,709  3.91    3,685  4.28 
Jordan city  58  0 58    71  1.23    26,186  10.01 
Louisville township  2,426  151 2,577    9,825  3.81    6,915  5.91 
New Market city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,637  8.60 
New Market township  6,544  78 6,622    43,364  6.55    34,177  10.11 
New Prague city  8  0 8    93  11.66    21,622  8.20 
Prior Lake city  1,214  356 1,570    19,126  12.18    46,201  2.67 
Sand Creek township  10,806  1,745 12,551    55,358  4.41    19,291  18.69 
Savage city  485  0 485    7,022  14.48    42,847  2.03 
Shakopee city  2,442  70 2,512    54,557  21.72    92,150  3.45 
Spring Lake township  6,551  406 6,957    33,729  4.85    28,420  8.09 
St. Lawrence township  2,917  1,356 4,273    21,744  5.09    11,664  23.89 
 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 
Afton city  4,012  1,262 5,274    268,253  50.86    113,382  28.85 
Bayport city  0  0 0    0  0.00    38,660  13.99 
Baytown township  1,262  192 1,454    87,394  60.11    47,081  22.21 
Birchwood Village city  0  0 0    0  0.00    5,628  5.62 
Cottage Grove city  5,180  2,013 7,193    381,225  53.00    324,467  14.29 
Dellwood city  45  0 45    4,363  96.96    24,927  9.40 
Denmark township  8,829  2,371 11,200    298,572  26.66    103,933  59.98 
Forest Lake city  87  0 87    2,345  26.95    90,524  10.94 
Forest Lake township  4,202  110 4,312    88,912  20.62    129,486  20.96 
Grant city  3,444  277 3,721    154,810  41.60    87,225  15.96  
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Grey Cloud Island township  541  0 541    19,610  36.25    6,971  19.10 
Hastings city  0  0 0    0  0.00    905  15.59 
Hugo city  7,195  160 7,355    273,250  37.15    109,740  17.93 
Lake Elmo city  3,178  399 3,577    218,398  61.06    140,454  18.10 
Lake St. Croix Beach city  0  0 0    0  0.00    13,199  18.85 
Lakeland city  1  0 1    82  82.00    29,216  18.53 
Lakeland Shores city  0  0 0    0  0.00    7,773  20.71 
Landfall city  0  0 0    0  0.00    116  0.57 
Mahtomedi city  24  0 24    1,237  51.55    63,435  8.29 
Marine on St. Croix city  121  0 121    6,425  53.10    20,686  18.38 
May township  8,621  1,304 9,925    292,056  29.43    69,618  22.56 
New Scandia township  7,215  1,207 8,422    231,363  27.47    101,543  26.72 
Newport city  120  0 120    5,496  45.80    35,177  7.41 
Oak Park Heights city  58  0 58    40,290  694.66    121,911  14.76 
Oakdale city  73  0 73    11,881  162.76    101,372  4.39 
Pine Springs city  0  0 0    0  0.00    4,561  9.94 
St. Marys Point city  0  0 0    0  0.00    7,926  18.34 
St. Paul Park city  3  0 3    509  169.71    27,733  9.72 
Stillwater city  0  0 0    0  0.00    214,483  12.35 
Stillwater township  3,408  0 3,408    196,024  57.52    84,494  29.54 
West Lakeland township  1,285  0 1,285    72,835  56.68    84,357  22.12 
White Bear Lake city  0  0 0    0  0.00    1,999  8.77 
Willernie city  0  0 0    0  0.00    2,685  8.60 
Woodbury city  5,448  0 5,448    538,425  98.83    729,634  11.45 
  
 






Appendix B: Procedures to estimate property tax reductions and tax shifts 
In Minnesota, a property's tax is calculated in part as the product of its market value, its 
class rate, and the sum of all relevant taxing jurisdictions’ tax rates. This calculation of the “net 
tax capacity levy” is complicated by the addition of a “referendum levy” tied to a similar but not 
identical referendum tax base. The farmland preservation programs examined in this paper lower 
the enrolled property's valuation from a market value to a hypothetical agricultural value. To 
estimate the impact of this preferential, we want to be able to calculate the change in tax burdens 
for each property, then sum those properties to the municipality or county level. Because we 
have tax information only at the taxed unit (city/town, school district, county) combination, we 
use the totals for each taxable property class in the unit as a distinct “property.” (Special taxing 
units such as technical schools and fire districts are aggregated here to the appropriate parent 
units.) 
In the equations below, the effect of the preferential assessment programs for one taxing 
jurisdiction is shown. Let: 
T'c  =  the NTC tax rate for taxing jurisdiction C with the  program   
Tc  =  the NTC tax rate for taxing jurisdiction C without the  program 
R'c  =  the referendum  tax rate for taxing jurisdiction C with the  program   
Rc  =  the referendum tax rate for taxing jurisdiction C without the  program 
Ni  =  the taxed unit’s total net tax capacity without the  program   
N'i  =  the taxed unit’s total net tax capacity with the  program  
Vi  =  the taxed unit’s total referendum value without the  program   
V'i  =  the taxed unit’s referendum value with the  program  
Di  =  the tax unit’s change in net tax capacity under the  program 
Dc  =  the tax jurisdiction’s total change in net tax capacity under the  program 
Qi  =  the tax unit’s change in market value under the  program 
Qc  =  the tax jurisdiction’s total change in market value under the  program 
Lc  =  the tax jurisdiction’s NTC tax levy 
Nc  =  the tax jurisdiction’s total net tax capacity 
Vc  =  the tax jurisdiction’s total market value 
 
Then the change in taxes for a property is: 
 Change  =  new tax – old tax 
  = [new NTC levy – old NTC levy] + [new referendum levy – old referendum levy] 
  = [ T'c ( Ni - Di ) - Tc Ni  ] + [ R'c ( Vi - Qi ) - Rc Vi ]           
  = [ - T'c Di + Ni( T'c  - Tc )] +  [ - R'c Qi + Vi( R'c  -Rc  )]  .      (1) 
Because 
T'c - Tc    =  Lc / N'c  -  Lc /Nc  
 






  =  Lc (( 1/( Nc-Dc ) – 1/Nc )) 
  =  Lc ((Nc -( Nc-Dc ))/Nc (Nc-Dc)) 
  = (Lc/(Nc-Dc)) (Dc/Nc) 
  = T'c Dc / Nc  ,  
and, similarly,  
R'c - Rc  =  R'c Qc / Vc  ,       
the change in taxes, equation 1, can be rewritten: 
Change  = [ - T'c Di + Ni T'c Dc / Nc ] +  [ - R'c Qi + Vi R'c Qc / Vc ]  .     
The total property tax base of the taxed unit can be decomposed into that portion owned by 
participating landowners P and that owned by everybody else O: 
Ni = Nip + Nio   
Vi = Vip + Vio 
Similarly, the reduction in tax base because of program participation can be decomposed: 
Di = Dip + Dio  =  Dip     (Dio=0 by construction.  
Qi = Qip + Qio  =  Qip     (Qio=0 by construction.  
So we can rewrite the change equation as: 
change   =  { [ (- T'c Di )  +  (- R'c Qi  ) ]  +  [ ( Np / Nc  )T'c Dc  + ( Vp / Vc  )R'c Qc ] } 
      + { ( No / Nc ) T'c Dc  + ( Vo /Vc ) R'c Qc }    (2) 
=  {direct reduction to participants + indirect increase to participants}  
                    + {indirect increase to non-participants}      
=  tax breaks  + tax shifts                 
Equation 2 can be calibrated from Department of Revenue records. I refer to the 2001 
Abstract of Tax Lists as “Tax Lists,” the 2000 Abstract of Assessments of Real and Personal 
Property as “Assessments,” and the Fall 2000 Mini Abstract as “the Mini.” 
Tc  and Rc are the tax jurisdiction’s NTC tax rate and referendum tax rates, from Tax Lists. 
Np is the taxed unit’s NTC for participating landowners. This is calculated by multiplying 
the taxed unit’s farmland NTC weighted for homesteaded and non-homesteaded farms 
(from Assessments), by the difference between the taxed unit’s farmland programs’ NTC  
 






market value and agricultural values (from the Mini). These, in turn, are calculated by 
multiplying the parent municipality GA and MAP agricultural values by the taxed unit’s 
proportion of total combined homesteaded and non-homesteaded farm NTC.  
No is the taxed unit’s NTC for non-participating landowners, calculated as NTC Taxable, 
from the Mini, minus Np , calculated above. 
Vp is the taxed unit’s referendum market value for participating landowners. This is 
calculated by multiplying the taxed unit’s farmland NTC weighted for homesteaded and 
non-homesteaded farms (from Assessments), by the difference between the taxed unit’s 
farmland programs’ market value and agricultural values (from the Mini). These, in turn, 
are calculated by multiplying the parent municipality GA and MAP agricultural values by 
the taxed unit’s proportion of total combined homesteaded and non-homesteaded farm net 
tax capacities.  
Vo is the taxed unit’s referendum market value for non-participating landowners, 
calculated as total referendum market value, from the Mini, minus Vp , calculated above.  
Nc is the tax jurisdiction’s total net tax capacity, calculated as the sum of the appropriate 
taxed unit’s taxable NTC, from Tax Lists. 
Vc is the tax jurisdiction’s total referendum market value, calculated as the sum of the 
appropriate taxed unit’s referendum market value, from Tax Lists. 
Di  is the tax unit’s change in net tax capacity, the difference between MAP/GA market 
value and agricultural value, multiplied by the class rate for farmland. The class rate is the 
tax unit’s ratio of net farmland tax capacity and total farmland market value, weighted by 
the proportions of homesteaded and non-homesteaded NTC. For Agricultural Preserves 
parcels, only the agricultural valuation is reported in the Mini. For present purposes, I 
assume that lands enrolled in either program are similar: the ratio of market values and 
agricultural values of enrolled lands is assumed to be the same. Given this assumption, the 
ratio of GA aggregate market value divided by aggregate agricultural value at the taxed 
unit level is used to estimate the unknown MAP market value from the (recorded) MAP 
agricultural values. 
Qi  is the tax unit’s change in referendum market value, the difference between MAP/GA 
market value and agricultural value. For Agricultural Preserves parcels, only the 
agricultural valuation is reported in the Mini Abstract. For present purposes, I assume that 
lands enrolled in either program are similar: the ratio of market values and agricultural 
values of enrolled lands is assumed to be the same. Given this assumption, the ratio of GA 
aggregate market value divided by aggregate agricultural value at the taxed unit level is 
used to estimate the unknown MAP market value from the (recorded) MAP agricultural 
values. 
Dc and Qc are the sums to the taxing jurisdiction level of all changes in net tax capacity and 
referendum market value calculated above.   
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